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Gaudet; Prof. K. Raudsepp. 
Prof. A. Jalilvand; Ms. C. Nero; Mr. P. Toone; Mr. A. Qureshi. 
Mr. Christopher Hyde. Director, University Advancement. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:12 pm. 
Dr. Kenniff asked members of Senate to stand and observe a "minute of 
silence" in memory and in honour of the Right Honourable Jeanne Sauv6, 
Chancellor of Concordia University, who died on 26 February 1993. 
Following the 1, minute of silence", he drew members’ attention to the 
Book of Condolences at the front of the room which, he advised, would be 
available following the meeting for signature by any member of Senate who 


might not have had an opportunity to do so previously. 


Approval of Agenda 


Dean Valaskakis requested, and it was agreed, that a report concerning the 
proposed merger of SSHRC and the Canada Council be listed on the 
Agenda as Item VI, 1), 1) . She also requested, and it was agreed, that 
speaking privileges be granted under the item to Prof. Judith Herz, 
Department of English and member of the Executive Committee of the 
Canadian Federation of the Humanities. 


THE AGENDA, AS AMENDED, WAS APPROVED. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. OSMAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PARKER, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF 4 


93-3-4 


93-3-5 


93-3-7 


DECEMBER 1992 AND 8 JANUARY 1993 BE APPROVED. The 
following corrections to the Minutes of 4 December 1992 were noted and 
made: 

- page 1, under Present, correct spelling Mr. N. Kaminaris; 

- page 12, at the beginning of line 1, add Vice-Rector. 
THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


In his remarks, Dr. Kenniff announced the Government's approval of a 
plan for the acceleration of public works which would benefit public 
institutions, including universities, resulting in the distribution of some 75 
million dollars to colleges and universities in the Montreal area. In 
connection with this, he advised that Concordia would receive 5.622 million 
dollars, of which approximately 1.375 million dollars would go towards 
repairing the roofing on various buildings, 2.047 million towards the 
replacement of fenestration on the older buildings on the Loyola Campus, 
1.497 million for the second stage of the repairs to the Hall Building facade, 
and 0.703 million for the removal of asbestos on the 3rd floor of the Hall 
Building. 


Items for Information 


Dean Swamny announced the conferment of the Order of Canada on Prof. 
Corinne Jetté, Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science. 93-3-6 In 
announcing the awarding of a $200,000.00 government grant over a 3-year 
period in support of Concordia's Native Education Programme, Dr. 
Kenniff, on behalf of Senate, paid special tribute to Dean Valaskakis, 
Faculty of Arts and Science, and also to Elizabeth Morey, Director, Special 
Projects, and Daniel-Paul Bork, Coordinator, Concordia Council on First 
Nations Education, for the work that they had done in connection with this. 


Reporting on the impending passage of Bill C-93 by Parliament, Part III of 
which would merge the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council 
of Canada (SSHRC) with the Canada Council for the Arts, Prof. Judith 
Herz provided information with respect to the current structures and 
functioning of the existing bodies and the potential negative effects on the 
adoption of the legislation on future operations, particularly in terms of the 
disadvantages vis-a-vis access to research funding in the area of the social 
sciences and the humanities, including funding of particular and strategic 
grants, attendance at Learned Societies Conferences, scholarly 
communications. etc.; and she provided details with respect to the rationale 
and arguments for opposing Part 111 of Bill C-93. She also urged members 
of Senate, academic unit heads, administrators, etc., to convey in writing to 
the appropriate government officials and representatives, their opposition to 
the adoption of Part Ill of Bill C-93; and she suggested a possible resolution 
that Senate itself might consider adopting with respect to this. 


Issues and concerns which were raised and responded to during discussion 
included questions with respect to the previous official position of the 
University vis-a-vis the initial separation of SSHRC and the Canada 
Council; student consultation and input., particularly at the graduate level 
with respect to consideration of the proposed legislation; and the response to 
the proposed legislation from the heads of SSHRC and the Canada Council 
for the Arts. The importance of the Government respecting its original 
undertaking that the levels of funding in support of the humanities, social 
sciences and the arts be maintained, was also noted. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. AUCHINACHIE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WATERS, THAT THE SENATE OF CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 
EXPRESS ITS OPPOSITION TO THE PASSAGE OF PART HI OF BILL 
C-93, AND REQUEST THAT IT BE REMOVED FROM THE 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 


1. THAT THE ACADEMIC AND ARTISTIC COMMUNITIES 
NECESSARY FOR THE SUCCESSFUL OPERATION OF THE 
PROPOSED COUNCIL HAVE NOT BEEN INVOLVED IN ITS 
DESIGN; 


Ze THAT THE PRINCIPLES UPON WHICH THIS LEGISLATION 
IS FOUNDED, (THE RELATION BETWEEN THE 
CONSTITUENCIES, THE PRESERVATION OF "ARMS 
LENGTH" STATUS, THE RELATION OF RESEARCH TO 
FOREIGN POLICY), HAVE NOT BEEN CAREFULLY 
THOUGHT THROUGH; AND, 


3. THAT NO CASE, EITHER FINANCIAL OR STRUCTURAL, 
HAS BEEN MADE FOR THE DISMANTLING OF THE SSHRC, 
WHICH WAS FOUNDED 15 YEARS AGO AND HAS BEEN 
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE VASTLY ENHANCED 
INTERNATIONAL STANDING OF CANADIAN WORK IN THE 
SOCIAL SCIENCES AND THE HUMANITIES OVER THIS 
PERIOD. 


It was suggested and agreed that a copy of the letter from Prof. Herz to the 
Honourable Jean Crétien, Leader of the opposition, outlining arguments 
against the adoption of the legislation be appended to the Senate Minutes 
(Appendix I) and be made available to other members of the community as 
appropriate. 


In further discussion, Senate was advised that not one of the more than 
thirty-three member associations of the National Consortium of Educational 
and Scientific Societies was in favour of the proposed merger. It was also 
suggested that the motion be amended to include provision for internal 
circulation of the proposed resolution. 


It was suggested, and agreed by the mover and seconder, that a second 
paragraph be added to the main motion - THAT THE ABOVE 
RESOLUTION BE SENT TO ALL ACADEMIC UNIT HEADS IN THE 
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UNIVERSITY WITH THE ENCOURAGEMENT THAT THEY 
CONVEY, AS WELL, THEIR OPPOSITION TO PART III OF BILL 
C-93. 

THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


Question Period 


On behalf of all students, Mr. Kaminaris expressed appreciation to Dr. 
Bertrand, Vice-Rector, Services. for the response to a request for 
evacuation procedures for various areas in the University. He also raised a 
question concerning the status of the Student Administrative Services 
Review Committee. 


In response to the above, Dr. D. Boisvert, Associate Vice-Rector, Services, 
and Chair of the Review Committee, advised that an interim report was 
expected to be submitted to the Vice-Rector, Services, by this coming 
Spring, and that the final report would be presented in the Fall. 


93-3-9 Responding to a question from Prof. Newman as to the possibility 
of having a discussion on the issue of Senate's role in the process for 
selecting a Chancellor for the University, Dr. Kenniff provided background 
information with respect to the current practice and the most recent process 
used with respect to the selection of the Chancellor, which he advised, did 
not involve a formal role for Senate, but did provide an opportunity for 
input from the University community. He further suggested that it would be 
more appropriate to consider the issue when we reached that general theme 
under Agenda Item X. 


Voicing concern with respect to CUSA's ability to continue to provide 
service in the area of Student Advocacy in the face of its current financial 
situation, and particularly in the event that the situation should continue for a 
longer period than expected, Mr. Parent wondered whether some process 
might be initiated now with respect to this which might alleviate undue 
stress which students might have to face in April. 


In response, Dr. Boisvert advised that the office of the Vice-Rector, 
Services, was in the process of elaborating an agreement with CUSA 
covering a number of aspects; and that specifically with respect to advocacy, 
discussions were currently going on with CUSA's Advocacy Services with 
a view towards having some of the responsibility in this area, which CUSA 
might be unable to maintain, being assumed by the Advocacy and Support 
Services Department under the Vice-Rector, Services. 


In response to a question from, and at the request of, Prof. Scheinberg, Dr. 
Bertrand agreed to provide non-nominative information at a subsequent 
Senate meeting with respect to wage and salary rates, and benefits, for the 
contracted cleaning staff at the University. Also, in response to another 
question from Prof. Scheinberg concerning the ingenious method used to 
secure funding from the Government vis-a-vis asbestos replacement in the 


93-3-12 


93-3-13 


93-3-14 


Hall Building, Dr. Cohen advised that the grant received was to remove the 
asbestos. 


Noting the announcement concerning money which was being made 
available to upgrade Concordia facilities, and referring to complaints which 
had been received from Fine Arts students, Mr. Parent wondered whether 
correcting the environmental air problem in the VA Building had been 
placed on a priority list or whether the situation had already been attended 
to. 


In response, Dr. Bertrand advised that to his knowledge there had not been 
a recent upgrading, nor had he been told that the air quality level in the VA 
Building was below acceptable standards, but that he would be happy to 
look into the situation and report back on the matter. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BYERS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KNITTER, THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. ELIZABETH 
SACCA, DEPARTMENT OF ART EDUCATION AND ART THERAPY, 
TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND 
PRIORITIES, (TERM TO 31 MAY 1995), AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-93-3-D5, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Capital Campaign - Draft Table of Needs 


It was suggested, and agreed, that Mr. Christopher Hyde, Director, 
University Advancement, be granted speaking privileges during 
consideration of this Agenda item. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. OSMAN, SECONDED BY PROF. BYERS, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE DRAFT TABLE OF NEEDS AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-92-10-D14 AND AMENDED BY DOCUMENT 
US-93-3-D4. 


In his introductory remarks, Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations 
and Finance, explained that a capital campaign was an intense period of 
fund-raising to be added onto the regular fund-raising that universities do, 
and that it was an intense but somewhat protracted period that may last up to 
7 years; that it involved a preparatory phase during which the institution 
identifies the priorities for funds to be raised in the capital campaign; that it 
was important to understand that in this instance the priorities for 
fund-raising must be University priorities, and that not all priorities were 
appropriate for fund-raising, 1.e., some priorities were so urgent that the 
University could not afford to wait for 7 to 10 years to have them in place, 
and some of them might not correspond to the matching of needs of the 
institution with those of potential donors; and that while everything in a 
"Capital Campaign Table of Needs" must be a priority, not all priorities 


need appear, nor did they need to appear in an hierarchical order on the 
basis of how much money was required for each item. He further advised 
that the preparatory phase also involved identifying potential major donors; 
that this was followed by a feasibility study whereby the "draft" table of 
needs was tested to see whether it resonated with some of the desires of the 
major donors both with respect to the level of funds and the nature of needs 
to which donors were prepared to contribute; that this was followed by a 
private phase of fund raising involving those contacted during the feasibility 
study which was designed to secure 40 to 50 percent of the objective quietly 
and privately (5% of donors contribute 95% of the funds); that following 
this, the campaign goes public; and that the final phase was the period of 
recognizing those who had made contributions. With respect to the current 
Campaign, he advised that we were presently in the preparatory phase 
which included putting the structure in place, identifying potential donors, 
identifying potential volunteers, and the preparation of the "Table of 
Needs", etc; and that the Draft Table of Needs (document US-93-3-D4) that 
was now before Senate, was the 15th draft of the official first draft. 


After explaining the process for gathering priority information from the 
particular areas and other relevant information, particularly with respect to 
competing campaign schedules and initiatives, he advised that the 
established realistic range for the Capital Campaign was from 50 to 75 
million dollars; and that the requests received with respect to the priorities 
which had been identified were collected into appropriate themes as 
summarized in the analysis of Capital Campaign Needs List (document 
US-93-3-D4) which he explained in detail through the use of an overhead 
slide presentation. He also explained the Endowment Policies and the 
Proposed Capital Campaign Budget, both of which were included in 
document US-92-10-D14. 


It was pointed out that the total amount listed for the "Ist slice" column 
under the Fund Raising Target on page 7, document US-93-3-D4, should 
be corrected to read - $13,000". 


Issues and concerns which were raised and responded to during the ensuing 
discussion, included questions on the effect of achieving the Campaign 
objectives on the Operating Budget vis-a-vis government funding to the 
University; details concerning the 10 million dollars targeted for academic 
facilities, particularly with respect to the percentage to be allocated towards 
providing up-to-date teaching and research facilities for Commerce and 
Administration, including the possible Construction of a building for the 
Faculty; improvements in the University's athletic facilities and potential 
student involvement in the Campaign; availability of information concerning 
the setting up of endowments and the mechanics involved in their 
establishment; information on the 4 million dollars for the renovation of the 
Centennial Building on the Loyola Campus; mechanisms for ensuring 
individual faculty involvement in the consultative phase, including the 
possible imposition of accountability by Faculty Councils on departmental 
Chairs and academic unit Heads vis-a-vis the process for faculty 
involvement and input; particulars with respect to the planned Public 
Speaking Auditorium on the Loyola Campus, which, Senate was advised 


was intended to be a multi-purpose facility which would be for use by 
everyone and not restricted to people in the Faculty of Arts and Science; 
details with respect to prospective academic. Chairs and Distinguished 
Professorships; funding targets for financial assistance for students and 
particularly with respect to funding for graduate students, which, it was felt, 
should be placed much higher as a priority in terms of the amount of money 
targeted; the possibility of realizing some of the most pressing objectives 
during the course of the Campaign rather than having to wait until its 
completion in 7 years; the use of the funding targeted for distinguished 
professorships for graduate students; significantly increasing the funding 
for teaching and listing teaching as a specifically designated priority item. 


With respect to the latter issue, Dr. Kenniff explained that there were many 
things under categories other than item 5., page 8, document US-93-3-D4, 
which would contribute to the enhancement of teaching at Concordia 
University. He also pointed out that following completion of the current 
consultation process, Senate would be receiving the document on the 
Enhancement and Recognition of Teaching, which, he suggested, should 
enable Senate to focus on some of the things that were needed to recognize 
and enhance teaching at Concordia; and he urged members to bear in mind 
the links between the practical recommendations that would be discussed 
during consideration of that document and the Draft Table of Needs which 
was now before Senate. 


Again it was argued that teaching deserved to be listed as a separate item in 
terms of priorities; that it should be given a higher profile; and that this was 
an opportune time to raise money on the basis of the enhancement of 
university teaching, particularly at the undergraduate level. 


In response, Dr. Cohen advised that there would be nothing wrong in 
thinking that the money to be allotted to Distinguished Professorships could 
be spent for teaching, that it did not have to be used exclusively for 
research, and that it could be a combination of both; and that the document 
now before Senate was not the document that would be used in terms of 
making a case for support vis-a-vis the Capital Campaign, that it was not 
necessarily the way that it would have to be organized for presentation, and 
that it would have to be worked on particularly in terms of emphasizing 
teaching, etc. Additionally, Dr. Kenniff expressed the feeling that the 
previous comment was substantive, and that it should be attached to the 
document during its circulation in the near future; that some very practical 
things should emerge during Senate's discussion on the document on the 
Enhancement and Recognition of Teaching; that teaching was space, it was 
professors, it was the delivery system and innovation in delivery, it was the 
support including the Library and computers, etc.; and that teaching was a 
whole range of other things many of which would be contained in the 
recommendations in that document, and which, he hoped, members of 
Senate would think of in terms of the Draft Table of Needs. 


Other issues which were raised included concerns expressed with respect to 
student participation in and contributions to the Capital Campaign, which, 
Senate was advised, would be determined in consultations with the student 


associations; providing a mechanism whereby students who could not 
afford to contribute through a per-credit charge, if implemented, would not 
have to pay; the possibility of providing a general rationale into which the 
various identified themes would fit, and which, it was felt, would 
automatically increase the position of teaching vis-a-vis the list of priorities; 
stressing teaching as one of the most important priorities in attempting to 
fulfill the University's advertised theme of providing "real education for the 
real world"; and the necessity of conceptualizing our stated objectives in 
terms of the academic centrality of our needs., as opposed to a linear table 
of needs. 


Dr. Cohen again explained that while there were some notes attached, it was 
clear that the "case for support" was not included, but that it would come 
later; that the major point at this stage was whether or not the items and 
broad categories in the document were the ones that should be pursued; that 
a lot of work was required to prepare a "case for support" and that the 
feeling of a basic level of agreement with the broad categories from the 
University community was necessary before attempting to do so; and that it 
would not be difficult to structure the document in such a way as to 
highlight teaching as a major priority for Concordia. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that certain jargon used 
throughout the University implied that teaching was a secondary rather than 
a priority consideration, e.g. the use of the phrase "course remission" gave 
the impression that teaching was an assigned punishment; and that senior 
members on Senate should encourage their faculty colleagues to teach 
required undergraduate courses rather than requesting that such courses be 
taught by part-time faculty, as was the practice in the Faculty of Engineering 
and Computer Science where almost all senior professors taught first and 
second year level courses, where 85% to 90% of the non-salary budget was 
allocated towards undergraduate laboratories, and where funding for 
research was hard-earned money from outside the University. 


Responding to a suggestion that the document be tabled pending the 
formulation and possible inclusion of appropriate amendments, particularly 
with respect to prioritizing teaching as a separate item in the "Draft Table of 
Needs", Dr. Cohen advised that what was needed was not a final approval, 
but a sense that Senate was in agreement with the major categories, 
examples and concepts contained in the document; that if the document was 
rejected, or if there were significant changes, it would create a major 
problem in that the process in terms of planning the next phase, i.e., 
preparing the text for the "case for support", would be halted; that it should 
be kept in mind that what was before Senate was a "draft" document that 
had been developed through a lengthy consultative process involving 
student associations, academic departments and Faculties; and that some of 
the suggestions and comments that had been made could be incorporated 
into the document. 


A CALL TO PUT THE QUESTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED, (21 in favour; 3 opposed; 3 abstentions). 
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93-3-17 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (23 in 
favour; | opposed; 3 abstentions). 


Dr. Cohen stated that it should be clear that the "Table of Needs" and the 
"Case for Support" would have to come to Senate for approval; and that the 
results of today's meeting had provided a sense of having accomplished 
something and moving ahead in terms of the process. 


Voicing strong objection to a process whereby the possibility of changes or 
amendments to a document would not be welcomed at the end of an hour 
and a half discussion, Dr. Newman advised that had she been aware of this 
at the beginning, she would not have participated in the discussion; that she 
should have been made aware of any expectation of a blanket approval, if 
such was the case, at the beginning of the discussion rather than at the end; 
that she really wanted to be discussing the Report of the Board of 
Governors’ Ad Hoc Committee rather than the Draft Table of Needs; -and 
that she would not have minded this so much if she had been told that the 
issues and concerns that had been raised during the discussion would be 
taken into account. 


Dr. Cohen advised that he had indicated throughout the discussion that 
concerns and suggestions would be taken into account. Dr. Kenniff also 
advised that he had stated a number of times that the points raised during the 
discussion would be taken into consideration. 


Prof. Newman gave Notice of Motion (to be seconded by Prof. Waters), 
that "Senate requests the Board of Governors to establish a joint committee 
to consider nominations for the position of Chancellor of Concordia 
University, and to select the candidate to be recommended to the Board". 


Report from the Board of Governors' Ad Hoc Committee on the Revision 
of the Composition, Rules and Procedures for Evaluation Committees and 
Advisory Search Committees. 


Continuing discussion initially centred on "The Selection and Evaluation of 
Senior Academic Administrators: a Framework for Discussion", which had 
been prepared by the Senate Ad Hoc Committee and had been distributed at 
the beginning of the meeting. 


In response to a question concerning the phrase "a demonstrable conflict of 
interest" in item 1, b), (i) under Eligibility rules for candidacy to Advisory 
Search Committees on page 3, Senate was advised that the Senate Ad Hoc 
Committee had discussed the matter, but that given the limited time-frame it 
was not possible to come up with a complete definition, and that this should 
have been noted somewhere in the document; and that it would be a 
recommendation of the Ad Hoc Committee that conflict of interest 
guidelines should be developed. 


Objection was also voiced with respect to item 1., b) (iii), concerning the 
requirement that students be in good standing, which, it was argued, was 
paternalistic; that it should not be up to a University body to decide student 


memberships, but rather, it should be up to the individual and to the student 
associations; that the determination as to who was or was not in good 
standing was based upon calculations that varied from Faculty to Faculty; 
and that knowledge of probationary status was confidential and presumably 
would not be known by those responsible for recommending student 
appointments to Advisory Selection Committees. Concern was also 
expressed with respect to student representation on the various Selection 
Committees as suggested in the document, and particularly with respect to 
the distribution of seats between undergraduate and graduate student 
representation on the Selection Committee for Director of Libraries, which, 
it was suggested, if determined on the basis of Library usage, should be 
reversed; and it was further argued that student memberships on all 
Selection Committees should be equal to faculty representation, with the 
preponderance of student seats weighted in favour of undergraduate 
students, particularly on Selection Committees for Faculty Deans. 


With respect to the "Selection and Evaluation of Senior Academic 
Administrators: a Framework for Discussion", it was explained that as 
stated in the document, its purpose was to provide a focused framework for 
discussion; and that it was not the intention of members of the Senate Ad 
Hoc Committee to defend the model suggested, but rather, it was being 
presented simply as a starting point from which the discussions along the 
lines that have taken place at Senate could go forward. It was also explained 
that the rationale for the suggested compositions of the various selection 
committees was very much based upon committee memberships of 11 
people, and that there be a sufficiently-broad representation on the 
committees; that, in principle, committees could consist of 7 members, 
provided that the representation was effective and that the representatives 
had sufficient knowledge of the needs and requirements of the area being 
represented; that because this was not necessarily so, a certain prevalence of 
members was required; and that the suggested composition of the selection 
committees, which to some extent had been compromised by the members 
of the Senate Ad Hoc Committee, were not set in stone. 


On a point of order, Prof. Newman advised that it had been agreed by the 
Steering Committee that if the document from the Senate Ad Hoc Committee 
could not be presented ahead of time so that it could be read by members in 
advance of the meeting, it would not be the focus of discussion. In response 
to this, Dr. Kenniff explained that after having introduced Agenda Item X, 
he immediately had turned the floor over to Prof. Newman who had used 
the opportunity to give a "Notice of Motion"; and that subsequent speakers 
had raised the issue of the document in question. He further stated that it 
was conceivable that Senate might wish to postpone discussion on the 
document until the next meeting, by which time members would have had 
an opportunity to read and digest it; that it had been the feeling of the 
Steering Committee, in looking at the material for the next meeting, that it 
was probable that the Senate meeting of 5 March 1993 could be devoted 
almost entirely to this subject; that if that should prove to be insufficient, the 
Steering Committee had also suggested that another Saturday morning 
meeting should be scheduled for 6 March 1993; and that he wished to 


reassure members of Senate that at the moment the debate was neither 
closed nor focused. 


During continuing discussion, Senate was advised that it had been the 
feeling of members of the Steering Committee that, as yet, there had not 
been any substantive debate at Senate on the Report of the Board of 
Governors' Ad Hoc Committee. It was further stated that the document 
from the Senate Ad Hoc Committee which was circulated at the beginning 
of the meeting appeared to be an interesting report which may serve to focus 
discussion at some point, but that there should be some initial Senate 
reaction to the Report of the Board's Ad Hoc Committee; that while we 
could not expect to have a very deep discussion on that Report at this point 
in the day, it would be constructive to have some initial comments at today's 
meeting; and that we should perhaps focus on the Board's Ad Hoc 
Committee's Report at this point in time, and that the report from the Senate 
Ad Hoc Committee might well form the basis of discussion at a subsequent 
Senate meeting. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that he was not inclined to allow the discussion to slip 
back into the kind of procedural debate that occurred at the Special Senate 
Meeting of 16 January 1993; and that he proposed to continue with the 
speakers' list, while at the same time encouraging members to address their 
remarks to the substance of the issues involved. 


In continuing discussion, concern was voiced over what was described as 
the "marginalization of the University community's input into the selection 
process for senior administrators" as proposed in the Report from the Board 
of Governors' Ad Hoc Committee, which, it was suggested, was 
exemplified by the reduction in student representation on selection 
committees from three members to one. It was also argued that the process 
for profile development for Faculty Deans should begin at the level of 
Faculty Councils, and those for higher senior administrators at the level of 
Senate; that if the process for profile development was maintained as 
proposed, at least one student representative should be included in the 
senior administrative group that would be initiating the profile development 
process; that the conflict resolution process should not provide for the 
disbandment of the selection committee and beginning the process anew, 
but rather that the Board of Governors should decide the appointment on the 
basis of the three or four candidates submitted by the selection committee; 
and that an appropriate time-limit be placed on the selection process so that 
the time period for "acting administrators" was kept to a minimum. 


It was suggested that a straw vote be taken to determine whether or not 
members of Senate wished to continue the discussion on this item at this 
point in time. It was also suggested that if the discussion was terminated, 
members whose names were on the speakers' list should be allowed to 
make their comments. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WATERS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SCHEINBERG, THAT THE ITEM BE TABLED. 
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93-3-19 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS CARRIED, (14 in favour; 4 opposed; 3 
abstentions). 


Dr. Kenniff advised that he would turn over to the Secretary the speakers' 
list which could be brought back at the next Senate meeting. 


Mr. Kaminaris reminded members that he had made it clear at the last 
meeting, that it was his understanding that the Steering Committee was to 
present a plan of action vis-a-vis input and reactions from Faculty and 
School Councils, other interested faculty, etc., and how the matter was to 
be handled at Senate. And, he advised that he considered that Steering 
Committee had not done its job, and that it should come back with a plan of 
action for the next Senate meeting. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the above suggestion was noted by members of the 
Steering Committee who were present; that the Steering Committee had 
agreed that this item would be considered on the Agenda for today's 
meeting without any expectation that there would be either a lengthy 
discussion or that the discussion would be exhausted today; that most of the 
meeting on 5 March 1993 would be devoted to this topic; that there would 
be a tentatively-scheduled Senate meeting for the morning of March 6, 
1993; that it was difficult to plan with respect to the input from Faculty 
Councils, which discussions have not yet been completed; and that the 
Steering Committee would be in a much better position by the time of its 
next meeting to consider in a more detailed fashion how the matter should 
be addressed. 


Proposal concerning the Ph.D. in Humanities Programme 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
KUSY, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE TRANSFER OF THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE HOUSING OF THE PH.D. IN HUMANITIES 
PROGRAMME FROM THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE TO 
THE SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES, AS PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT US-93-3-D3. 


Responding to a question concerning the rationale for the proposal and the 
substantial changes that might ensue, Dean Kusy explained that the notion 
of transferring the administrative housing of the Ph.D. in Humanities 
Programme from the Faculty of Arts and Science to the School of Graduate 
Studies arose initially during the review of the Division of Graduate Studies 
some 3 years ago, and that it had been one of the recommendations 
contained in the Report of the Review Committee; that the proposal was 
intended to resolve difficulties associated with interdisciplinary programmes 
that cross over Faculties and the relationships between the Faculties 
involved, and that it was felt that the neutral position of the School of 
Graduate Studies would best serve the interests of the University with 
respect to this; and that the Special Individualized Programme, (SIP), which 
was interdisciplinary in nature, already existed under the auspices of the 
School of Graduate Studies, that there were a number of ways in which the 


two programmes intersected one another, and that the proposal would lead 
to a smoother functioning at both the administrative and academic levels. 


In continuing discussion, issues which were raised and responded to 
included questions concerning the current functioning of the SIP; the 
possibility that future graduate programmes that had an interdisciplinary 
aspect, such as a potential programme in Environmental Management which 
was being considered by the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, 
might function under the auspices of the School of Graduate Studies as 
opposed to the individual Faculties; and the on-going discussions with 
respect to the Ph.D. in Humanities Programme and SIP, and the benefits to 
both programmes which might be realized by approval of the present 
proposal. With respect to the latter issue, Senate was advised that the 
proposal to transfer the administrative housing of the Ph.D. in Humanities 
Programme from the Faculty of Arts and Science to the School of Graduate 
Studies had been vetted through all relevant bodies in the Faculty of Arts 
and Science, including the Faculty Council; that it was a move that was 
being undertaken in the context of cooperative administration of the 
University to the betterment of students and faculty across the University; 
and that it was a move against territoriality and towards the best that we 
could do and be with regards to graduate studies. 


In response to a suggested possible "notice of motion" by Mr. Parent 
concerning a Senate discussion on the broad policy issue of the interface 
between graduate and undergraduate programmes, Dr. Kenniff advised that 
Senate had always attempted to operate in as open and as consensual a 
fashion as was possible; and that the easiest way to accomplish this would 
be for the students to indicate to the Secretary of Senate at the next Steering 
Committee meeting, where the undergraduate students were represented and 
where the Senate Agendas were formulated, that they would like to see this 
added to the Agenda of a subsequent Senate meeting. 


In continuing discussion, Dean Swamy advised that while he had no 
particular difficulty with the motion on the floor, he did not want its 
adoption to be precedent setting in the sense that any programme between 
two Faculties, because it was interdisciplinary, would be administered 
automatically by the School of Graduate Studies; and that if a Ph.D. 
Programme in Environmental Engineering was established, it would not be 
interdisciplinary and would be administered by the Faculty of Engineering 
and Computer Science because of accreditation, etc. 


Concerning the above, Dr. Kenniff advised that it was his understanding as 
to what had been said was that each case would be assessed on its own 
merits; and that any proposal with respect to environmental studies would 
be discussed, and that the practicalities, by agreement of the parties, would 
determine what would happen. 


In response to a concern which was raised with respect to the possibility 
that humanities, which was described as the "quintessence of Arts and 
Science" would become interdisciplinary and administered by anyone other 
than the Faculty of Arts and Science, it was argued that Art History and 


93-3-20 


93-3-21 


Film Studies unambiguously were areas of humanities, and were situated in 
the Faculty of Fine Arts. Senate was also advised that there were many 
students in the Ph.D. Programme in Humanities who were doing a 
combination of work in Arts and Science and Fine Arts, i.e., the 
programme was not Faculty specific; and that the intention was to reinforce 
and increase that work through the School of Graduate Studies. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (17 in favour; 4 
opposed; 3 abstentions). 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the next regular meeting would be held at 2:00 
pm, Friday, 5 March 1993, in the Senate Chamber. He also reminded 
members that a special meeting has been tentatively scheduled for Saturday 
A.M., 6 March 1993. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:13 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


